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Abstract 
Asynchronous video-based discussions have affordances that can address some of the constraints 
of asynchronous text-based discussions. However, little research has been conducted on the use of 
asynchronous video-based discussions in online courses. As a result, the purpose of this 
exploratory study was to investigate students’ perceptions of using Flipgrid for asynchronous 
video-based discussions in fully online courses. We used a cross-sectional survey design to survey 
79 students who used Flipgrid in a fully online course. Students overall reported that they liked 
using Flipgrid, it was easy to use, and that it helped improve social presence. In this paper, we will 
report the results of our inquiry and implications for research and practice. 
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Exploring Student Perceptions of Flipgrid in Online Courses 
 The first online course was offered over 30 years ago (Harasim, 1987). However, despite 
advances in technology in the decades since, the main ways that instructors and students interact 
with each other in online courses, as well as the challenges that these methods of interaction 
present, have changed very little. Asynchronous text-based discussions are still the main way that 
instructors and students interact in online courses today (Arend, 2009; Guo, Chen, & Hou, 2019; 
Maddix, 2012; Moore, 2016; Serembus & Murphy, 2020). Thus, while the development of 
learning management systems (LMS), various educational technologies, and approaches to 
designing online instruction have evolved—andÍ arguably even matured—in many ways, the 
typical online course today centers around the same type of asynchronous text-based discussions 
used over the past 30 years. 
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There is good reason why online learning today centers around asynchronous text-based 
discussions. Asynchronous text-based discussions are versatile and can be very effective for 
teaching and learning in online learning environments. For instance, asynchronous text-based 
discussions enable learners to interact with each other, course content, and their instructors at their 
own time and place—a hallmark of distance education (Aloni & Harrington, 2018; Moore, 2016; 
Poll et al., 2014). Research has also shown that they can promote reflection, encourage equitable 
participation, and foster the development of learning communities for students (Arend, 2009; 
Hrastinski, 2008; Johnson, 2008; Maddix, 2012), which in turn can help decrease feelings of 
isolation or disconnectedness that can be common among online learners (Kaufmann & Vallade, 
2020; Rourke, Anderson, Garrison, & Archer, 1999).  
However, despite affordances like these, asynchronous text-based communication in 
general has some inherent constraints. For instance, asynchronous text-based communication has 
been criticized, almost since its inception, for being impersonal and antisocial, largely because of 
the cues filtered out, and therefore only good at task-oriented communication (Lowenthal, 2010). 
Stodel, Thompson, and MacDonald (2006) concluded that “threaded discussions can make it hard 
to inject emotion into communication, make others salient in the learning environment, and foster 
enjoyable and rewarding interactions” (p. 19). Further, these text-based discussions lack the social 
cues, such as voice inflections and non-verbal gesturing, that are critical to interpreting and 
understanding meaning (Gurjar, 2020; Serembus & Murphy, 2020). Other research has shown that 
students can get frustrated with the inherent delay and lack of immediacy in asynchronous 
discussions (Doherty, 2006; Meyer, 2003; Song et al., 2004). Thus, asynchronous text-based 
discussions may not be inclusive or effective for all students (Green & Green, 2018) and can often 
end up feeling like busy work to students. Constraints of asynchronous text-based communication, 
such as these, are often used to explain the high rates of attrition and why many students might not 
learn successfully in online courses (Ludwig-Hardman & Dunlap, 2003; Richardson, Maeda, Lv, 
& Caskurlu, 2017).  
 Research suggests that if students are able to interact and communicate better with each 
other, they can then develop a stronger sense of social presence and classroom community, which 
can help them persist and be more successful in their online courses (Boston et al., 2009; Boston 
et al., 2011; Garrett Dikkers, Whiteside, & Lewis, 2012; Gurjar, 2020; Moore; 2014; Picciano, 
2002; Rovai, 2002; Whiteside, 2015; Whiteside, Garrett Dikkers, & Lewis, 2014). Given this, 
some online educators have focused on identifying ways to improve the use of asynchronous text-
based communication in online courses—recognizing that many criticisms of it might be more 
about how we use them than the technology itself (Johnson, 2016; Kwon, Park, Shin, & Chang, 
2019; Woods & Bliss, 2016). At time same time, others have investigated how technological 
advances, such as asynchronous video, might provide new ways for students to interact and 
communicate with each other (Delmas & Moore, 2019; Gurjar, 2020; Oliver, Moore, & Evans, 
2017; Serembus & Murphy, 2020). However, questions remain about whether asynchronous 
video-based discussions in particular can address the problems students have with asynchronous 
text-based discussions (Lowenthal, Borup, West, & Archambault, 2020; Saçak & Kavun, 2020). 
As a result, the purpose of this study was to investigate student perceptions of using asynchronous 
video discussions, specifically Flipgrid, in online courses. In the following paper, we will report 
the results of our inquiry and implications for future research and practice. 
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Review of Relevant Literature 
Asynchronous video-based discussions can enable online educators to leverage some of 
the affordances of asynchronous communication (e.g., being able to interact and communicate at 
a time and place that is convenient) and video communication (e.g., visually rich, nonverbal) at 
the same time (Lowenthal, West, Archambault, & Borup, 2020). This type of communication 
involves someone recording a short video (e.g., with a webcam on a computer or with a phone) 
and then sharing with others to watch on their own time, and if they like, comment or respond to 
the video in some way. Early on this was often done by uploading a short video to a learning 
management system where others could respond with a text-reply in a discussion forum or by 
uploading the video to a video server (e.g., YouTube) where others could comment or add 
annotations to the video (see Howard & Myers, 2010; Lowenthal & Mulder, 2017). However, 
during the past few years, applications like VoiceThread and Flipgrid have been developed that 
enable instructors and students to create and share asynchronous video in a seamless way. While 
both tools are relatively new, there have been some promising applications reported across 
educational contexts. Some initial research to date has found that students prefer video-based 
discussions over text-based discussions (Clark, Strudler, & Grove, 2015; Skylar, 2009). Group 
cohesion, a key indicator of social presence (see Rourke et al., 1999), in particular has been found 
to be increased through the use of online video discussions (Pinsk, Curran, Poirier, & Coulson, 
2014). Research also has shown that video-based discussions can improve connections between 
instructors and students (Moore, 2016; Romero-Hall & Vicentini, 2017).  
Four common applications used for asynchronous video-based discussions today are: 
VoiceThread, Flipgird, EdConnect, and Marco Polo (Lowenthal et al., 2020). However, research 
to date has focused largely on VoiceThread and to a lesser degree Flipgrid. VoiceThread enables 
users to narrate and record presentations and then discuss these presentations using multimodal 
commenting tools (Ching, 2014; Dunlap & Lowenthal, 2011; Oliver et al., 2017). Online educators 
have been interested in using VoiceThread for multimodal discussions because of the potential of 
multimodal communication to “humanize” online discussions (Ching & Hsu, 2013; Koricich, 
2013; Pacansky-Brock, 2012, 2014; Trespalacios & Rand, 2015). In one study, Borup, West, and 
Graham (2012) investigated student perceptions of asynchronous video using VoiceThread or 
YouTube. They found that asynchronous video helped establish an instructor's social presence but 
that it had less of an impact on establishing social presence of students. In a follow-up study, Borup 
et al. (2013) found that the type of discussion prompt influenced students’ perceptions of 
asynchronous video. In another study, Pacansky-Brock (2014) investigated students’ use of video 
commenting in VoiceThread. She was able to increase the number of video comments in 
VoiceThread by (a) using a VoiceThread icebreaker early in the course, (b) requiring students to 
leave a voice or video comment the first time they used VoiceThread in the course, (c) providing 
choices about what students will respond to, and (d) welcoming students by name to comment on 
the VoiceThread (Pacansky-Brock, 2014). Participants in Pacansky-Brock’s study reported 
stronger perceptions of community and improved emotion when leaving voice or video comments 
instead of text-only comments. 
Flipgrid and VoiceThread allow for interaction and collaboration between students in a 
way that is not possible with text-based discussions (Saçak & Kavun, 2020). Flipgrid, though, 
differs in some important ways from VoiceThread. First, it is an application meant for 
asynchronous video-based discussions. While VoiceThread allows for a variety of media to be 
uploaded (e.g., images, video, PowerPoint slides), Flipgrid is completely video-based. Students 
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post a video response and then can reply to instructor or peer videos with their own videos. 
Researchers have examined the use of Flipgrid in language classes (Mango, 2019), undergraduate 
agribusiness law courses (Hall, 2015), public speaking courses (Gerbensky-Kerber, 2017), and for 
video reflections as part of makerspace activities (Oliver, Houchins, Moore, & Wang, 2020). In 
one study, Delmas and Moore (2019) explored the use of Flipgrid in undergraduate and graduate 
classes and students reported that they felt that their feelings of community and connection were 
made stronger using Flipgrid. Additionally, the use of Flipgrid may support the development of 
the three presences that make up the Community of Inquiry (Gurjar, 2020; Serembus & Murphy, 
2020). Flipgrid, and the asynchronous video-based discussions it supports, allow students to 
interact and engage with each other in ways not possible before, which can in turn help increase 
social presence in online courses (Green & Green, 2018; Jones-Roberts, 2018; Mahmoudi & 
Gronseth, 2019; Moore, 2016; Gurjar 2020; Serembus & Murphy, 2020). In an online course, there 
can be feelings of isolation, and the use of video can cut that transactional distance and foster 
connections between students. Cognitive presence can be supported using video replies and the 
interaction that occurs between both peers and the instructor (Serembus & Murphy, 2020). The 
ability to reply to each other’s videos is a newer feature in Flipgrid and its integration has increased 
the potential applications for learning. Like threaded discussion forums, Flipgrid seamlessly 
creates threaded comments and allows for short video replies between students. And finally, 
teaching presence is supported through Flipgrid by hosting collaboration between peers and 
instructors (Serembus & Murphy, 2020). Thurs, research suggests that instructors can use Flipgrid 
as a tool to support the type of collaboration and engagement that they are seeking in their online 
courses (Gurjar, 2020; Mejia, 2020; Moore, 2016). Comparatively, though, very little research, 
has been conducted on Flipgrid to date. 
 
Method 
Given the need to improve interaction and communication in online courses, the purported 
affordances of asynchronous video-based discussions, and the lack of research on Flipgrid in 
particular, we conducted an exploratory study of students’ perceptions of using Flipgrid in three 
fully online graduate courses. We used a cross-sectional survey design (Glasow, 2005) to answer 
the following research question: What are student perceptions of using Flipgrid in fully online 
courses?   
A survey consisting of quantitative Likert-style questions and qualitative open-ended 
questions was constructed to answer the research question guiding this study. As an exploratory 
study focused on student perceptions of a communication technology, the survey questions 
included some basic demographic questions and then questions focused on students’ perceptions 
of using Flipgrid and whether they would use it as educators in the courses they teach. 
The participants came from three different graduate courses offered in a fully online 
educational technology program taught by the same instructor over an academic year. The majority 
of students in this program were full-time educators (either in K12 or higher education) or 
instructional designers. Students in the courses used Flipgrid for an initial meet-and-greet 
asynchronous video-based discussion where they introduced themselves to their peers and 
responded to their peers’ posts. Then later in each course, students used Flipgrid for an 
asynchronous video-based discussion; for instance, in one course, students had to define 
educational technology in two minutes or less and then respond to their peers’ posts. The survey 
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was administered during the last week of each course. A total of 79 out of 82 students took part in 
the study, for a response rate of 96%.  
The results were downloaded into a spreadsheet and analyzed. Descriptive statistics were 
calculated for the Likert-style questions, and the qualitative data from the open-ended questions 
was analyzed using a constant comparative technique (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007). This 
involved using a multistage coding process of descriptive and pattern coding to code and analyze 
the open-ended responses (Saldana, 2016). 
 
Results 
In general, the students in this study liked Flipgrid. When asked if they liked using Flipgrid, 
the average response was 3.17 on a 0 to 4 scale (4 = strongly agree, 0 = strongly disagree), with 
the majority of respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing that they liked it. When specifically 
asked what they liked about using Flipgrid, some themes emerged from their responses. Students 
consistently stated that they liked how easy Flipgrid was to use, how they liked connecting a face 
with a name, and that they liked having the ability to see and hear their classmates as captured by 
the following quotes: 
● I don't generally like being in videos, but Flipgrid feels different. It is the closest that I 
have ever felt like I was having a face-to-face conversation with another person in an 
asynchronous setting. I think that feeling stems from the ease of use. 
● Being able to see (and hear) each other as actual people behind computers. 
● I love Flipgrid and use it with my own students every week. I'm actually a Flipgrid 
ambassador, so I'm an easy sell on its value. Having rich video discussions is so much 
more impactful and engaging than reading yet another discussion board post. 
● I love Flipgrid. It felt easier to have a conversation using this platform as opposed to 
the online discussions. I felt more connected in this space to peers. In addition, I could 
respond using my phone. With the online discussions I would have to use my laptop. 
We were also interested in what students might dislike about Flipgrid. As illustrated in Table 1, 
some people simply did not like Flipgrid and therefore disliked everything about it. At the same 
time, the majority liked Flipgrid and therefore, not surprisingly, responded that there was nothing 
they disliked about Flipgrid. However, there were still others who reported that they liked Flipgrid 
but found things about Flipgrid that they did not like. For these students, the most frequent theme 
that emerged about what they disliked was their unease with recording themselves. Some pointed 
out that they disliked that they felt a need to make the video perfect, and some others pointed out 
that they struggled following conversations in Flipgrid. At the same time, some said that they 
disliked that Flipgrid was not used more in the courses. The following quotes captures some of 
these sentiments: 
● I have self-confidence issues and really hate being in video. 
● Having to look presentable. 
● Showing too much of oneself. 
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● I couldn't reply to my replies. 
To better understand how much students (who were predominantly teachers) liked Flipgrid, we 
asked them how likely they would be to use Flipgrid in an online course they were teaching and 
then to explain why they answered the way that they did. Over 75% responded that they would 
likely or very likely use Flipgrid in a course they were teaching. And when specifically asked if 
they would rather simply use text-based asynchronous discussions, over 61% essentially 
responded that they would not (see Table 1). Responses varied on why they would likely or not 
likely use Flipgrid in a course they were teaching. But themes on why they would likely, or 
currently, use it focused on Flipgrid being easy to use, a good alternative to text-based discussions, 
and specifically on how discussions on Flipgrid can help build rapport, improve communication 
skills, and build community. 
● It seems like a good alternative for text-discussion and could be useful to vary how learners 
respond or communicate in a discussion. 
● I believe that, as a communication tool, it is much more intimate than a discussion forum 
and because of the asynchronous functionality and ease of use... 
● I think it is a great format for discussions and the video helps bring in that community and 
conversations that sometimes can be misinterpreted/fall through the cracks in an entirely 
text-based discussion format. 
● Flipgrid provides what online courses sometimes lack, a sense of real human interaction. 
Discussion boards can become dull, and people hide behind their keyboards. 
● I have not come across a more fun, interactive, user friendly and easy way to engage in 
structured asynchronous video discussions online. 
● I think Flipgrid gives everyone a voice and a face to the voice. I have used this in my 
classroom before and after students get used to, they typically enjoy it too. I think it helps 
them feel heard and allows them time to think and share on their own. I teach younger 
students so I feel like it would be more challenging to use this tool with them. However, I 
could see in the right circumstances, it could be effective. 
However, students who were neutral or even disliked the use of Flipgrid explained that they did 
not find it appropriate for all age groups (whether that be younger K6 aged students or for adults 
in professional development settings), they found it glitchy, or simply had concerns about having 
themselves or their students record themselves. The following quotes capture some of these 
sentiments.  
● I have used it but it becomes tough when my students say inappropriate things and i have 
to watch EVERY VIDEO.... 
● I am not always comfortable in videos and I am sure many others are not either. It just 
does not seem necessary. 
● It didn't allow the level of interaction to responding to comments. It was finicky with 
uploading videos and showing the correct previews. 
● We have tried to use it at our institution but the platform is constantly updating and has 
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We then asked a series of questions to better understand students’ perceptions of using 
Flipgrid. We specifically asked students to what degree they thought that Flipgrid helped improve 
social presence (i.e., the sense that others are "real" and "there"). The average response was 3.24 
on a 0–4 scale (see Table 1), with 83.54% reporting that they either agree or strongly agree that it 
did. Similarly, students reported that they agreed that Flipgrid helped them get to know their 
classmates better, with 82.28% agreeing or strongly agreeing that it did. Overall students reported 
that Flipgrid was easy to use (M = 3.42) and easy to respond to peers (M = 3.28).  
We were specifically interested in whether using Flipgrid felt like busy work or if students 
would prefer to just use text-based discussions. When asked to what degree did they agree that 
responding to their peers’ videos felt like busywork, only 27.75 (less than 1/3) strongly agreed or 
agreed, meaning that over 70% did not think it felt like busywork (see Table 1). Then when asked 
to what degree did they agree that they would prefer to simply use asynchronous discussion boards, 
61.54% disagreed or strongly disagreed (see Table 1). 
 
Table 1 
Student Perceptions of Flipgrid (0–4 point scale)  
 4 3 2 1 0     
 [ Very Likely ---------------------------------- Very Unlikely] M SD 
How likely would you use Flipgrid 
in an online course you were 
teaching? 
46 (58.23%) 14 (17.72%) 9 (11.39%) 4 (5.06%) 6 (7.59%) 3.14 1.26  
To what degree do you agree: [ Strongly Agree ------------------------- Strongly Disagree] M SD 
I liked using Flipgrid in this course 40 (51.28%) 19 (24.36%) 11 (14.10%) 4 (5.13%) 4 (5.13%) 3.12 1.15 
Flipgrid helped me get to know my 
classmates better 
32 (40.51%) 33 (41.77%) 8 (10.13%) 2 (2.53%) 4 (5.06%) 3.10 1.03 
Flipgrid helped improve social 
presence (i.e., the sense that others 
are "real" and "there") in this course 
40 (50.63%) 26 (32.91%) 8 (10.13%) 2 (2.53%) 3 (3.80%) 3.24 1.0 
Flipgrid was easy to use 51 (64.56%) 16 (20.25%) 8 (10.13%) 2 (2.53%) 2 (2.53%) 3.42 0.96 
The instructor should have 
responded to students in Flipgrid 
8 (10.26%) 18 (23.08%) 36 (46.15%) 12 (15.38%) 4 (5.13%) 2.8 0.99 
Responding to my peers’ videos was 
easy 
40 (50.63%) 27 (34.18%) 7 (8.86%) 4 (5.06%) 1 (1.27%) 3.28 0.92 
Responding to my peers’ videos felt 
like busy work 
7 (8.86%) 15 (18.99%) 22 (27.85%) 24 (30.38%) 11 (13.92%) 1.78 1.17 
I would have preferred simply using 
asynchronous discussions boards in 
this course 
8 (10.26%) 6 (7.69%) 16 (20.51%) 19 (24.36%) 29 (37.18%) 1.29 1.32 
Note: Two students did not answer a question. 
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Discussion 
The success of online learning begins and ends with interaction (Bernard et al., 2009; 
Mejia, 2020). While the type of interaction between students may look different based on the 
modality, the intention remains the same—have students engage with each other and the content 
in meaningful ways. Online instructors have explored different ways to recreate the types of 
interactions that take place in face-to-face classes—largely because interactive and engaging 
discussions have been linked to student satisfaction and learning in online courses (Dyer et al., 
2018; Guo et al., 2019; Maddix, 2012; Mejia, 2020; Moore, 2014). One of the benefits of learning 
online is that instructors can leverage multimedia tools in ways that can help create interaction and 
engagement while also decreasing the transaction distance between learners (Mahmoudi & 
Gronseth, 2019; Martin, Wang, & Sadaf, 2018; Moore, 2014, 2016).  
Many students report feeling isolated and distant when learning online; they miss the face-
to-face connections and interactions they experience in traditional face-to-face classes (Kaufmann 
& Vallade, 2020). These feelings can be exacerbated during text-based discussions commonly 
found in asynchronous discussion forums. Research suggests that video-based discussions might 
help alleviate some of these feelings (Clark et al., 2015; Delmas & Moore; 2019; Gurjar, 2020; 
Mahmoudi & Gronseth, 2019; Serembus & Murphy, 2020).  
In this study, we explored student perceptions of using Flipgrid to foster interaction in fully 
online courses. Online instructors often explore using new tools and strategies in their online 
courses. To successfully integrate a new tool, instructors must be cognizant of the technological 
demands and expectations that may be placed on students. It is also imperative that the tool adds 
instructional value. Often instructors will add a new tool and not seek feedback from students. To 
address these concerns, we surveyed students in three different graduate level courses to gain 
insight on their perceptions of using Flipgrid as a video-based discussion tool. We wanted to get a 
general idea of whether they liked using it or if they would prefer to simply use text-based 
discussions. 
Overall, the majority of students reported that they liked using Flipgrid and found value in 
taking part in video-based asynchronous discussions, which aligns with some other research on 
using video-based asynchronous discussions (Ching & Hsu, 2013; Delmas & Moore, 2019; 
Lowenthal et al., 2020; Oliver et al., 2017; Pacansky-Brock, 2012, 2014). We found that students 
felt that the use of Flipgrid improved social presence and their feelings align with the benefits 
found by other researchers (Delmas & Moore; 2019; Gurjar, 2020). The use of Flipgrid also 
allowed students to develop the types of peer connections that we were hoping for in online 
courses. This finding is consistent with what others have found with their own integrations of 
video-based discussions (Guo et al., 2019; Gurjar, 2020; Hall, 2015). The ease of use reported by 
the students also aligns with what other Flipgrid studies have reported (Iona, 2017). Some, though, 
expressed unease with being recorded, which aligns with previous research with VoiceThread in 
particular (see Pacansky-Brock, 2014). While Flipgrid does not allow text or audio posts or replies 
like VoiceThread, one can use a still shot, an avatar, or even have the camera face something else 
in their room (e.g., a laptop, a book, or even a stuffed animal) to enable them to post without 
showing their face. This could allow students to benefit from participating in the discussions but 
not feel any anxiety about being seen on camera. Flipgrid, in particular, also allows one to upload 
a video created on a different platform, thus giving students a bit more flexibility and creativity to 
present their ideas in a way that feels the most comfortable for them. 
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Flipgrid was originally designed to be used in K–12 classrooms. In many ways, this is both 
a blessing and a curse for integrating it into higher education settings. It is a blessing in that the 
interface is simple and easy to use, as many students in our study commented that they appreciated. 
But it is also a curse in that there are some features, such as the stickers and emojis, that can feel 
childish to some older students. Luckily, when instructors set up a Flipgrid, they can decide to 
enable or disable the options for students to use stickers and emojis. And while some students in 
our study specifically mentioned this as being a bad thing, other students commented that they 
enjoyed the opportunity to be more creative and show their personalities in their replies. Individual 
instructors will need to determine for themselves and for their students the best way to manage 
these two competing interests. 
 
Conclusions 
Video, whether asynchronous or synchronous, is not a panacea. Rather, it is how video is 
used that matters the most. With that said, there are some inherent affordances with video and 
specifically asynchronous video—one of these being the ability to see and hear one another. 
Flipgrid is a relatively new web-based application that simplifies the process of having 
asynchronous video-based discussions. We set out to investigate students’ perceptions of using 
Flipgrid in fully online courses. Due to the sample size, the results should not be generalized.  
Very little research, though, has been conducted on students’ perceptions of using Flipgrid. 
For instance, do students really want to see each other? Are students really not happy with 
asynchronous text-based online discussions? Our results suggest that Flipgrid was easy to use, 
students in this sample enjoyed using it, and it helped them get to know their peers in an efficient 
manner. However, additional research needs to be conducted on Flipgrid. For instance, is there a 
relationship between students’ perceptions of Flipgrid and their perceptions of social presence and 
community in a course? What are online instructors’ perceptions of Flipgrid? How can Flipgrid be 
used to improve student outcomes? This research, though, is an important first step in investigating 
a new communication technology, one that holds promise to help improve how students interact 
and engage with each other not only in fully online courses but in blended, face-to-face, or even 
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